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5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) IEI Claim(s) 1.3-5 and 7-9 is/are rejected. 
Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement 

Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U S C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

1 Claims 1, 3, 4, 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakamura (US Patent 4,470,873) in view of Yoshikawa (JP 1 1-273520), Bruch (US Patent 
4,831,484), Kordulla et al. (US Patent 4700065), Tani et al. (US Patent 4620094), and Clark (US 
Patent 4103 155). 

2. Regarding claim 1, Nakamura shows a scanning device comprising: a magnetoresistive 
probe, an electronic module, and conductor strips (Title, Figs. 24-26, and col. 1, lines 1-15). 

However, Nakamura does not seem to specifically disclose housing with part of a probe 
outside the housing, a fuse of lower melting point that interrupts current at a specific 
temperature, and a sectional constriction, and parts of electrical connections extending outside 
housing. 

Bruch teaches the fiise of lower mehing point that interrupts current at a specific 
temperature (Fig. 1, #8). Kordulla et al. teaches housing (Fig. 1, #14 and 16). Tani et al teaches 
part of a probe outside the housing (Fig. 4, #6 in relation to #2). Yoshikawa teaches the sectional 
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constriction (Title, Abstract, and Figs. 1-4, 6, and 7). Clark teaches parts of electrical 
connections extending outside housing (Fig. 3, #26). 

It would have been obvious, to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to have the housing of Kordulla et al. with part of a probe outside the 
housing of Tani et al, the ftjse of Bruch, sectional constriction of Yoshikawa, and electrical 
connections outside housing of Clark with the device of Nakamura, which is explained with 
motivation as follows. 

One would be motivated to have the fuse as part of a safety barrier in explosive 
atmospheres as shown by Nakamura (col 1, lines 1-15). 

One would be motivated to have housing to hold the components in place as seen in 
Figure 1 of Kordulla et al. 

One would be motivated to have part of the probe outside the housing in order to send 
(Fig. 4, #6) and receive (Fig. 4, #51) light signals to the disk (Fig. 4, #1) as shown by Tani et al. 

One would be motivated to have electrical connections outside housing to provide power 
from a external power source as implied by Clark (Fig. 1). This would make replacement of the 
power source easier, if the power source should fail 

It would have been obvious to have the sectional constriction of Yoshikawa, since the 
fuse of Yoshikawa and the fuse of Bruch are considered functionally equivalent in that they both 
melt when it reaches a certain temperature. One would be motivated to use the fiise of 
Yoshikawa to create a current and thermal fuse function in one electronic element to reduce 
components as implied from Yoshikawa (Abstract). 
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3. Regarding claim 3, Nakamura in view of Yoshikawa, Bruch, Kordulla et al., Tani et al, 
and Clark suggests a device as recited above. 

However, Nakamura does not specifically disclose a fuse with electrical connections 
having an electrically conductive material of at least one of lower melting point and higher 
specific resistance. 

Yoshikawa further teaches a fuse with electrical connections having an electrically 
conductive material of at least one of lower melting point and higher specific resistance. 

It would have been obvious, to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to have the fuse of Yoshikawa with the suggested device of Nakamura in 
view of Yoshikawa, Bruch, Kordulla et al., Tani et al., and Clark, since the fuse of Yoshikawa 
and the fuse of Bruch are considered functionally equivalent in that they both melt when it 
reaches a certain temperature. One would be motivated to use the fiise of Yoshikawa to create a 
current and thermal fuse function in one electronic element to reduce components as implied 
from Yoshikawa (Abstract). 



4. Regarding claim 4, Nakamura in view of Yoshikawa, Bruch, Kordulla et al., Tani et al, 
and Clark suggests a device as recited above. 

However, Nakamura does not seem to specifically disclose a fuse between the probe and 
electronic module. 

It would have been obvious, to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to have a fuse between the probe and electronic module with the suggested 
device of Nakamura in view of Yoshikawa, Bruch, Kordulla et al., Tani et al., and Clark since it 
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would have just involved routine skill in the art to rearrange fuses in an electrical circuit. 
Thermal fuses are considered conventional in the art and can be placed anywhere for protection 
of components. One would be motivated to place a fuse between the electronic module and 
probe to create a safety barrier between the two. 



5. With regards to claims 8 and 9, Nakamura further discloses a magnetoresistive probe, 
which uses a magnetic principle of measurement (Figs. 24-26). 

6. Claims 5 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakamura 
in view of Yoshikawa, Bruch, Kordulla et al., Tani et al, and Clark as applied to claim 1 above, 
and further in view of Ernst (US Patent 4,369,578). 

7. Regarding claim 5, Nakamura in view of Yoshikawa, Bruch, Kordulla et al., Tani et al, 
and Clark suggest a device as recited above. 

However, Nakamura does not seem to specifically disclose a fuse for each electrical 
connection extending outside the housing. 
Ernst teaches housing (Fig. 2, #10). 

It would have been obvious, to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to have electrical connections extending outside the housing with the 
suggested device of Nakamura in view of Yoshikawa, Bruch, Kordulla et al., Tani et al, and 
Clark, which is explained with motivation as follows. Kordulla et al., Tani et al., and Clark show 
one type of housing as recited above. Ernst shows another type of housing (Fig. 2, #10). 
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Housing is considered conventional in the art for protection components. It would have only 
involved routine skill in the art to rearrange to housing to protect certain components. One 
would be motivated to have housing with connections extending outside in order to have housing 
for extra protection around the fuse and electronic module. 

Il would have been obvious, to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to have a few at each connection of Nakamura in view of Yoshikawa, 
Bruch, Kordulla et al., Tani et al., and Clark, since mere duplication of essential working parts of 
a device involves only routine skill in the art. One would be motivated to have fuses everywhere 
to protect everything. 



8. Regarding claim 7, Nakamura in view of Yoshikawa, Bruch, Kordulla et al., Tani et al., 
and Clark suggest a device as recited above. 

However, Nakamura does not seem to specifically disclose aluminum housing. 

Ernst teaches aluminum housing (col. 2, lines 1-6). 

It would have been obvious, to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to have the aluminum housing of Ernst with the suggested device of 
Nakamura in view of Yoshikawa, Bruch, Kordulla et al., Tani et al., and Clark since one would 
be motivated to use it for protection against mechanical damage as shown by Ernst (col. 2, lines 
1-6). Secondly, it would have been within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a 
known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use. 
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Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 3-5, and 7-9 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

10. Applicant's arguments filed 2/5/UJ, have been tully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Regarding Bruch, Bruch discloses a fuse (coL 3, lines 46-47), The disconnection limits 
current (col. 3, lines 50-51, and Fig. 1) 

Regarding Yoshikawa, fuses are conventional Substituting the fuse of Yoshikawa to 
replace another still would have involved routine skill in the art. Integrating or putting a fuse 
into a circuit would also have only involved routine skill in the art. 

Further, the claims do not specifically recite the fuse placed between the electronic 
module and probe. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
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will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chih-Cheng Glen Kao whose telephone number is (703) 605- 
5298. The examiner can normally be reached on M - Th (8 am to 5 pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Kim can be reached on (703) 305-3492. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 308-7722 for regular 
communications and (703) 308-7724 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-0956. 



final action. 





April 10, 2003 
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